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. Twenty-eight second and third grade classrooms in
Austin, Texas were observed for approximately thirty hours each,
using an elaboration of -the Brophy-Good Dyadic Interaction
Observation System. These process data were then analyzed for
differences accerding “to grade, student sex, and student
socioeconomic status (SES). Grade and sex differences were below
chance levels in frequency and uere generally as would be expected in
directign.-ﬂoﬁévez, SES differences. were widespread, indicating,that
teachers vorking at the same grade level may be faced with very
different opportunities and demands. High S¥S classrooms featured
eager and competitive students and businesslike teachers who focused
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who were fearful, anxious, and generally alienated from the student
role. Their teachers attempted to combat student fears with patience
and determination, and showed a greater willingness to deviate from
the curricalum. and to attend to matters of personal concern or.
interest:; they generally exhibited a more perscnalized apgroach.
These process differences in teacher behavicr appeared to be
appropriate responses to the particular demands placed upon the
teachers. (Author/MV)
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The Research and Development Center for
Teacher Eadcaticn was established on the
campus of the University of Texas at Austin
in 1965, to design. build and test effeclive
products o Prepare teachers for careers in
the natioii’s schools

A staff of more than 100 are engaged in
projects ranging from basic research nio
effective teaching behavior, through develop-
ment of special counselor frainmg strategies.
to the development, implementation and eval-
uation of a complele and radicahy different
undergraduat= teacher education program

The Center s major program, the Person
alized Teacher Educatign Program, has ils
roots 10 teacher personahty research dating
pack to the mud-Fifties This surly rescarch.
which demonstrated how teacher & personal-
iies and classroom behavior worrelate with
success n thenr teaching careers. has led

&

o stitutions naltionally,

.

Ll

to the development of a large group of
products which help education facilities "be-
come aware of student teachgrs’ individual
needs. The program also has produced prod-
ucts for studeni teachers' use, to help them
. build on their strengths.
- The completely modularized program is
currently in field test and or use at more
than a dozen important teacher education in-

. In addition to the PT!:P the Center also
. supports other prejects in educalional eval-
uation, develonment of strategies for imple-
- menting instdutional change, and m consul-
tation lechmques for helping tcachers plan
indivsdualize¢d programs for children.

The Centers w~ork s supporied by the
Nagonal Institute for Education and by the
Uruvearsity of Texas System. as well as
thiougk contract research and developn‘ent
programs fur public agoncies .
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Abstract - - )

Twenfy-elghf second and ?hlrd grade- classrooms were cbserved .

e

abouT’fhery ‘hours each w1+h an eIaboraflon of the Brophy-Good dwa?(

i

interaction observation sysfem. These procébs @ata then were analyzed
- for differences according fo grade, student sex, and student S6CT6=

ecorniomic s+a+us (SES). Grade and- sex differences were below chance

IeveISvun frequency and mostly expecfed in d|rec+|on. However, SES ' .

. >
Y

adjfference5~were widespread, |nd|ca+|ng that teachers workn g at the
same grade- level may -be %aced with very different opporfuni&jes and
demandss =H§9h SES classrooms feafu}ed eager and compefifive;gfudenfs
and businesslike teachers wiho. focused on the curriculum. In conirast,
low SES cIassrdoms feafured‘sfuden+s who were fearful,'anxious,add
generally aJienafed from the student role, and teachers who a%fedbfed
¥ . ®
fdkéombaf student fears wifb patience, determination, greater wi-l-l ingness
“to deviate frem +he curriculum and take up ma++ers"§f personal- conc rn
] or interest, and a generaIIy more personalized approach. tn generaT\\ |
* these. process differences in fquher behavior appeared to. be approprlafe

' teacher responses to the particular demands placed upon them.

- Y
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_The Texas Teacher Effectiveness Study:

Student Sex, Grade, and Socioeconomic Status-

3 - . . M °
3 ’ Differences in Classroom Process Measures

o3 «
N
e "
)
\ * -

. *  This is oné of a series of ancillary technical reports from the

v ¢

"\ _Texas. Teacher -Ef fectiveness Project. The larger project, firom which the

data weére dﬁawh,'wé§ a two=year replicated teacher eﬁfecfivgﬁéss study

conducted at the seqdnd and third grades. The feachers had been selected

A

- . - x '
from a Iarggr.pool of sexperienced second and third grade teachers in the’

~

Austin Independent School District. The TeacherS—weré included in the

S ’ \ : .
effectiveness research\because anpalyses of the mean residual gain scores
. e .

of students in their classes across fhree consecutive years prior fo the
study revealed that these Teachers'Were exceptionally consistent, relative |

to the larger sample of teachers, in their ability to produce student

A ]

learning gains. .
’ Teachers were selected for observafignalrg;gdy purely on thé basis

o? consisfenéy.c?Tﬁaf is, the ébserved teachers redresenfed fhelfullm?ange

of éffecfivepesg and were disfribufed roughly normally about the mean; we -
- di; not select a group of hiqh effecfi;e teachers to compare with a group

of low effective teachers.’ : . '

‘b
Consistent teachers were selected for observation because their ¢

relative consistency in producing student learning suggested that they might

« be particularly consistent in their classroom behavior, also. This, in furn,

sﬁggesfed that these teachers would be especially Ifkely to produce syste-

mafig and meaﬁingful process-product relationships when measures of their

‘ .
. - - “

-
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classroom behav}or;were analyzéd in relation to measures of student learning,
comparea to a random sample of teachers (Brophy, 1973).

The +eachers were represenfaf:ve of teachers at these grade levels

in the school system generally, except that they were somewhat older and

T “more experieﬁEed. Also, analyses of their responses to a 495-item quesfionw

naire concerning teacher beliefs, a++|+udes, and reported pracflces; reveal ed

close similarity to the responses of a randomly gElseleC‘I"ed sample of feachers
- .
who were working at the same grade levels in the same schopl system but

1)

JRUET VIS N

‘were not included in the study. »
3 - o o

However, the teachers iﬁéfhe Texas Teacher Effectiveness brojecf .

-

were somewhat more traditional in their beliefs and attitudes about ‘schooling

" +hah fhose in the comparison group This traditional ism fypified the sample

as a whole, alfhough within fhe sample it was negaf:vely relafed to s+uden+

learning gains in low SES schools (Sherman, Brophy, Evertson, & Crawford,

»

in press).
Also, traditionalism was not related 1o age or years of feaching ex-

R v ]
perieﬁce (when traditionalism and teacher age were analyzed within each of

the rwo groups, these Variabies were utterly q/relafed) Apparenfly,

at

somefhlng about this sample of teachers makes them bofh more traditional
in their beliefs and attitudes and more consistent in thejr effec#s upon

students (arfhouéh, as noted earlier, they ranged from very low to very

high in level of effectiveness, .although all were highly consistent in degree

-

of effectiyeness). Thus, these teachers were different from other .second

<

and third grade teachers in the same school sysfem in at least two ways:

they were -more Trad%fionak in their beliefs and attitudes, andvfhey vere-
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. more consistent in their relative effects upon student learning. The
e . o . » .o o

reasons for these differences refain unknown.

- -
-

The present report fopuses on student grade, sex, and so%ioeconomic
status ' (SES) differences in proceés data taker from observations in the
: ' clgésrooms_of these teachers: It seems unlikely that their special charac- -

'2 ristics would influence externdl validity with regard 4o_SES, because the

“majority of teachers were working within the same SES levels for many
- years. How. er, it is possible that findings related to grade and especially

to 'sex were m'nimizéd in this group, compared to Teachers who were less -con-

s:sfenf and pos lbly more influenced by sfudenf dlfferences.

- LI .3

I+ could be argued that hlgh'y Tradlftonal attitudes might lncrease
sex differences if)the Teachers were parflcularly traditional in their sex

role expec+a+|on . However, analyses of fhese teachers" quesf:onnalre

- responses reyeal d that their traditionalism was focused squarely on- bellefs

Z '( .

and attitudes abolt schools and teaching. They were more traditional in

the sense that they felt that school should be primarily an educational

institution rather than a socializational one, that-teacher directed in-
struction usuaIIy was p;eferable to independent sfude;+ Iearnlng, and _in
general that their job was fo teach the sfuden;g~+he fundamenfals of the
Three\R‘s. This suggesfs that, if anything, the special characteristics

of these feac;ers would be such as o redpce the frequéncy of sex differences

. in the teacher-student interactions observed in their classes.
They might also reduce grade differences somewhat, since these teachers
seemed particulary reluctant to use some of the new curriculum packages

meant for individualized instruction and fo-use activities designed for the

creation and use of learning centers. In general, however, within the set

2
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of process data |ncluded |n4¢he observaflon |nsfrumeni to be discussed,

e -#here/is every reaspn f? believe Thaf The obtained differences have hlgh

N ' IR . v
external validity.

°

s

T Highly consistent teachers were observed for.fwo years, 31 for the *

.

= first year and 28 the second, divided roughiy evenly between the second

and third grades. Included in the second yeartwere I9'feacners who had .

2

-

been in the study the flrsf year, plus nine new ones selecfed from the

‘e

‘%originaj pool of I65‘ﬁfo replace the I2 who did notrconfinue in the study . .
the second year because they-had retgred gone on leave, chaﬁged grade

A

o ’Ievels, or refused furfher parflczpaflon). - ‘

\ ~The teachers were ‘observed -only four times in The first year, due

“

*to f?néncial‘Jimifafions. This was not much of a data base, par'i‘lcularl

for -low. inference variables that do not otCur‘very{quen. Slnce this was

-
*

+he case for n;ny of the variables in the system, the first year data,
although reliable from.fhe sfandpéinf or inferéédersagreemenf, did not
s , "
constitute a reliable sample of the teachers' general behavior, except for
. 4

a. relatively small number of variables.

Consequenfly,,fhe present repory deals only with the second year data. . .

*During that-year, the 28 participating teachers were observed for 14 ha!lf=-days

(apprdximafely 30 hours) each-, spaced across the school year and divided
o R
roughly evenly between morning and afternoon observations. The primary focus

-e . . -~ _
was -on relationships between classroom process behaviors and measures of -

-

student outcomes (standardized achievement test scores adjusted for student

_achievement levefs at the beginnings of the years). Readers interested in

6

e -

: These data should consult Brophy and Evertson (Note I Nd?“‘2)~~- . 5 -

-

-
. ,__‘\
b
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Data Collection Instrument CN ”

» " Low inference classroom observational data were.collecfed with an,
-adaptation .of fhesoriginai'Brophy;Good Oyad?& Interaction Observation
N e « » .

- System (Brophy & Good, 1970). ‘This system copcentrates on dyadic inter-

. -
“ 2,
< »

actions between teachers and*jndividual u+egen+s,,diyjding them broadly - .,

into public résponse, opportunifies occurring in whole class lessons or
- /

e 4
dISCUSSIOnS .and public response opporfunlfles occurrlng in small groups

-~ &
aesuch- as readlng groups, private dyadlc contacts invoiving classroom work

-

or procedurar maffers; and behav[gﬁal contacts which occur because a
. L - x

child is siﬁglea,ouf for praise or (usually) warning or-criTié%sm for

-

misconduqt. ALl inferactions are coded so,fhaffifris cleag.yhether the

interaction was initiated by the teacher or by the childs and teacher

'praise or criticism of fhe childvis coded whenever it occurs. In addition,

*the sysfem*%llows for several, ofher codlng d|s+|nc+|ons : ) ) -

» 7

Within publlc response APporfunlfles, in addtflon to coding’ whole

*

class versus smaJl group contexts, the observers aned the sex of the.child,
a .

- * # L4 ? - . "
the difficulty level of the question, the method bszhich the response op-
orfuni#y was obtained, the quality of the sfudenf'Szfesponse, and the

<

-

na#ure'of The feacher s reaction to fhls response. ..Quesflon d|f¥|culfy was.

-

coded as process (the questign is a "why" or "how" quesflen Thaf reQU|res

the child TQ explain.something at Iengfh); produc+ (the quesflon is a "who,"
» R 1‘ - @
"what, " "where,","when," or "how many" question that requires the Chlld to

p

produce a fact from memory); choice (yes-no quesflons, elfher-or quesflons,
or other response opportunities” that allow the child to choose” among alrer-

.natives); opinion (the question does not have a single correct answer and
S ~ S )

3
o .
H

2

*
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simply .solicits sthe student's opinion on somefning); or self (the question
‘has nothing to dorﬁgfh the gurricu1um'bu} siqpiy asks ;fhe sfudenf abod? -

. A~
personal preferences or experiences). .

-

1 . N
. Methods of obtaining response-.opporfunities included .preselect (the

Teacher.names the sfagenf who is To answer the auestion before even asking

a -

the quesflon)“ non—volunfeer (The +eacher asks the question and waits for

~

’ =
. the sfudenfs +o raise Thelr hands, but then calls on a sfudenf who does not

. \‘”- have h«s -ar her hand upl volunfeer (fhe feacher calls on a student with -

- )Pr his or her hand up) orica[l-ouf (before the. Teacher can call on anyone, a

sfudenf calls out The answer) . %

S ' The qaallfy o? sfudenf response was coded as correcf incorrect,

I S—
par+ correcf don'T«know the‘sfudenf says " don'+ know" or |nd|ca+es

~ * '..‘

AN this by shrugging), or no response (*pe s.udenﬁ makes,no overt response

at all). o ’ LT
‘ - 2 £

. - J = - - . .- A i » . .

. Teacher reacfions +o sfudenf'responses were coded whenever they

-

involved .anything other than slmp.e afflrmaflon of correcr responses or

\
negation-of incorrect responses. Cafegorles |nc|uded pralse, crlflc:sm,
L]

- 4

no feedback (the teacher does ne# gven indxcafe whether or not the'response

i~—— N 3 ) - " v ‘] . —
TR - Lo 2 % AL R .

was Eorreef, bg?‘s.mpjy,moves on 1o somefhrng and someone‘else),,grocess \

: feeliback (Tne teacher expla:ns the sifuation at length), gives answer (the
. T “

» -

Teacher s:mpl g:ves fhe answer W|+h0u+ explaln:ng a?)lengfh); call-out

. 3 8" ﬁ~ .
(some other stddent caIIs ouf fhe answer), asks other (The\ikacher calls on

¢ 4

. anofher ch|Id for the answer), regeaf‘(fhe Teacher repeats The quesflon'

> ,»‘_

or a+ ‘least inaicates To the chlld that she |s walflng for a response to

” The oribinal quesfion), repnraSe‘or)cIue (the teacher goes beyond merely

v » .

* §

repeating-tbe briginal‘quesfion by helping Theichild through rephrasing

“ '

» g . .

s

(A
)
i‘\:}
»
¥
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the question to make it easier or providing a clue to help him or her

respond), or- new question (the teacher asks a question that calts for a

different afiswer than the first question did). Several of these teacher . : -

feedback categories could be coded in reaction to a single student response.
For example, a teacher could give the answer, give process feedback in

X

addition fo providing just the answer, %and criticize the student for failing

o to know the answer.

Private dyadic contacts were categorized according fo whether they

-

. . ] \
were initiated,by the teacher or by the student, and, within this, according

to whether they dealt with work versus. procedure. Work contacts specifically
i o 3

involved ‘seatwcrt or other student work on classroom assigrments. The inter- .

r v

actiéns occurred because the feécher went arouna checking progress and stopping

_to provide.feedback or encouragement fo students, or because the students

<

caﬁg to- the teacher to show work in order To get approval or help?f’PrOCeéural

. interactions included all other dyadic. intetractions except behavioral ones.
) ] - . i
Thesé had to do with such matters as running efrands for the teacher, passing

out paper or supplles, requesting permission fo go to the washroom or use

some special equ+pm§n+, and so on. Teacher praise or cr:f:c:sm was coded

, whenever it occurred\gurlng such inferactions. In addition, work lnferacflons

- were coded as either brlef or long, and, when the dbserver could hear the

P

intferaction and make a decision, teacher feedback provided Tn These work inter-’
~ actions was coded as process -feedback (detailed explanations) or product
!
feedback (simply giving a correct answer).

) * . When feachers initiated procedural interactions, which usually involved

£

e requesting students fo perform some errand or favor, the teacher also was

-
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.coded for whether or -not she thanked the student for doing so. In student

initiated procedural” interactions, which usually involved student requests

«
'3

fér,germission to do something, the teachers were.coded for whether or not
\ N -

they -granted the student’s request, and if they did, whether they granted

¢

it immediately or delayed it.

.Finally, behavioral inferactions were coded whenever the teacher singfed

out an individual student for good or (more commonly) bad classroom behavior.

Behavioral praise was coded if the teacher called general attention to the

good behavior- of a student who had done something praiseworthy (he -or she

finished cleaning up and quickly.got in line; the student kept a neat desk;

vefc,). Behavioral warnings were coded when a child who was becoming dis=

ruptive ‘was warned that the objectionable behavior hag to be changed.

Teacher crificiém waS—codeg in similar situations if the fteacher went
beyohqréimply warning the students by criticizing them in a negativisitic

and personal manner or punishing them for their misbehavior, ;

The sysfem also allowed for the coding of some of the variables

=

-

‘stressed by Kounin (1970) in situations involving.student misbehavior. Three .

]

types of teacher errors in handling such situations were coded if and when

they were observed. These.included target errors (the teacher identifies
-, vy . .

TherQrong student or only some of the students respdnsiblé for the proplem),

timing errors (the teacher waits too long before intervening, so that' what

_ started out as a relatively minor problem becomes a major, disruption), or

overreactions (the teacher overreacts fo the situation emotionally and

behaviorally, giving it much. more negative and/or extended affenfiéh than

it warrants). |f none of these errors were made, '"no error' ‘was coded.

»
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. - @ Readers interested in the coding manual presenting the details of

these coding distinctions along with information about coder training,

establishing reliability, and other aspects of the implementation of the

coding system should consult é%ophy and-Evertson (1973). All of this

information is included in the appendix tc that report.

- 3

4 -

- Data Tabulation and Analyses ) °

o

Data for each classroom involve a number of frequency measures and

e < [

a Iérger number of proportion scores. éofh of these were Qerived,from simple
“sums of Thé ;odes wnfhln each category. Frequency data for a few variables
were ob+d|ned_by d}Vldlng the sum in each cafegory for a given classroom
% by the amount of time that classroom was observed.
Percentage measures were obtained by expreSS|ng a cafegory or com-
bination of related categories as a numerator and dividing |+ by a denoml-
nator composed of that same category or set of categories plus ofher ones

?

. " L s A)
that formed part of a larger set. For example, teachers differed in their

raw frequencjes of praise of correct answers by students. -However, per-"
centage scores allowing.direct comparisons of teachers were computed by

dividing the number of correct student answers fhaf—ééch teacher praised_ by

3

the total number of correct student answers coded in her classroom. This

2

" yielded a variable called "percentage of correct answers followed by teacher

praise." Similar.procedures were used to create such variables as "percentage

™

: ~.~ .. of student responses which were not given. any feedback by $he'#eacﬁer,"

‘¢
/

"percentage of work contacts which were initiated by the student," and "per-
centage of student misbehaviors which elicited teacher warnings (versus

-

criticisms)." .

. is5 -
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These procedures yielded a fofal‘of 17+ low inference measures of
classroom process behavior. Not all of these measures yielded usable data,
ihoyever, because Some never occurred at all, and otherséccurred so in-
frequently tnat .meaningful ana[ysg§ couid not be performed. Thus, although
there were |3 teachers work{ng in low SES school's and I5 teachers in high
SES schoo!s, and there were 15 teachers working in second gra&é and- 13 "
teachers w&rking in third grade, data were not always available for gll
teachers.. .

The data were obtained through iwo-way (sex by SES) analyses of
vérianée to assess, sex and SES differgnces and‘fhgir interactions, and by, .

o

one~way analyses by grade, to assess differences befween second and third

-

grade (student sex was omitted from the latter analyses because the former

\an?lyses had revealed it fo'be of minimal;significance,‘as will bg r;porfed
beléw)."ln these anglyses, no data w;re?recorded whenever the number of
teachers in either cell for SES or grade fell below %ive. As a result,
data were available on 85 variables for whole c[gss_infetaé+1oné in Theﬁ
mori.ings, for 75 variables for whole classlinferac;io?s in the affefnooné,‘
and for 94 variables %or reading group interactions. . o ] ‘
This represents a serious shrinkage of data. It could have been
avé%;ed—if individuaL~§+uden+s rather than intact classes had been Used as
the units o% analysis. However, given.fhe large number gf students involved
(over 700) and the sﬁélw amounts of data available for'jndividual sfudeqfs,
’fhis wou ld have‘been inappropriate. The present procedures were much more

conservative, and they confined attention to those variables which occurred

with sufficient frequency to allow meaningful analyses. Furfhermore,‘undér}

-
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the circumstances, statistical significance franslates pretty directly info

pracfical-signi%icance, in that differences had to be large and widespread

enough. to be of some imporfahce for an .effect io reachdsfafisfical signi-
ficanée.

- , -
This was true even though the relatively high probability level of

.10 was used (to compensate for the low N). Given the probability value

of . I0 and the numbers of variables for Wthh data were avallable, the

numbers of significant findings expected by chance alone were 8.5 for whole

class interactions in the mornings, 7.5 for whole class interactions in

the afternoons, and 9.4 for interactions in the reading groups. Tbis should

be kept in mind, because only—the fiodinés for SES excceded *hese‘chance ) -

y S - P
expectations.

~ o

Results N — -

The results ofdhefwo-way, “sex by SES analyses of varlance are
pFésenTed in Table I, and the reSLlfs of the one-way analyses of variance

by grade ‘(second grade versus third grade) are presented in Table 2.

« 7

? Insert Table | about here , v
£ - ’ :

Y

Sex and”SES . f
The results of the sex by SES analyses are presented in Table 1. In
general, SES yas, pp, important facter, but sex was not. Significant main -

effects for SES were obtained for 2l of the 85 variables for whole class

interactions in the morning, |3 of the 75 variables for the whole class
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}nT’raCTions in the afjergoon, and 25 of the 94 variables for reading

. group |n+erac+|ons “In sharp contrast to these figures, signifiéaﬁf ,
main effecfs,fqr sex appeared only five times, four times, and five times, R
{ -

respectively, for the same contexts. Sex by SES ipferacfions‘appéared

only +wice for the whole class interactions in The.mornjngs,.TWice;in the

reading group intefactions, and not at all in the affernoon interactions.

Thus, main effects for SES gécurred—af frequencies clearly above chance v
expectancy, while those for sex and for interaction were ac%ually below.

chance expectancy. N
In presenting the data, the variable numbers are given in'paﬁenfheses .
, ) ’ o e

after each result discussed, so that readers can locate The exact data in

the +ables more easily. These are the numbers which appear in the leftmost

=

columns of each table. ° - ~

-

N ’ L \
‘Student Sex ‘ ‘

- 4

None of tHe significant sex differences occurred on‘variabIeSéhaying

10, do with publlc responseoppor+un|+|es occurring in reading groups or whole

class djscussuons. This means that teachers were equaI|Z|ng response

b ~ I

.opporfunifies to boys and girls, that the children. were responding about

.
I LA

equally in terms of percentages 6f correct answers, and that teachers were

< -]

-giving generally similar klnds of feeaback to fhese student responses. Two

=

of the s:gn:f:can. sex dlfferences appeared for varsables dealing with

teacher feedback +o relevant student initiated -questions during morning

interactions. The teachers respondediwifh brief feedback more often when

such questions were asked by boys (64), but they responded with long feedback

ral . more often whren such'quesfions Wﬁre asked by girls (65). These questions

»

1
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were not asked frequently, however, and' these sex differenées for the
morning data were ﬁéf replicated in either the afternoon data or the
re;ding group- data. )

- Tﬁg next significant sex differénces deal with academically-re1;;ed
sfuaenf infffafed~cpmmen+s (as offposed to questions). Boys called out more

such comﬁéhfs,wjfhouf prior permission than girls in the mornings in general

class activities (81). The means forqfhé other two data  sets were i}rfhe
' o

same” direction, but were not statistically significant. These fit with

numerous other data to the effect fhaf'boys are more active in the cléésroomnnvi-

g¢n calling out responses without permission (Baum, Brophy, Evertson, Crawford,

5

© & Anderson,,Nofelﬁ).
Sex differences also appeared” for the percentages of student initiated

h X
comments accepted (86) and. for the percentagé integrated into the discussion
topics of the moment (87). Both of these s}gnificaﬁf sex differences, appeared

only in the reading group data, and they showed that teachers were more likely

2,

to.merely accept a relevant student comment fiom bbys, but to integrate a

relevant student comment from girls into the discussion. Assumiﬁg that these

LY

differences are real (not just chance findings), they might reflect either
a greater teacher receptiveness toward the comments made by girls, or a
tendency for girls to make more relevant or higher level comments which are

easie} for teachers. to integrate into the discussion rather than to merely

~
&

,acknow]edge: : -
Sex differences appeared in all three contexts for the peﬁéenfage of
. A p
private contacts which were initiated by the students (110). In each case,

-

girls initiated a greater percentage of private contacts with the teachers




:\‘\’\

y In the afternoons, the teachers made slighfly nore management requests

.of boys than girls (128). 'Thus, when,the teacher needed someone to run

[P, ~

\\\"¥ngm the other two contexts show a non-significant difference in the same

’ dyadic cdnfac;s
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than boés, except that boys initiated more -contacts involving personal

a
” -

concerns in reading group situations (117). This same sex difference in
sponfaneousgs%udon+ initiated approaches to teachers was observed in a
diffeneniﬂstudyu;pénniﬁg.grades_+wo nrough five (Baun;gi_git,'Nofe 3).
Boys apparehfl} are relatively uninterested in teachers and tend fto confine
their interactions with teachers to those necessitated by student role

*

demands.

f N \

“ 5

“
e

~

an errand or perform some task required for classroom management, they were

more likely to ask boys than girls, at least in this context. The -data

H

-

dirécfioﬁ\?onﬂipe mornings, but no difference for the readiﬁa §roups.

-,

The'feachers‘aiso‘hagApropOrtioharIy'more non—-verbal: control .contacts

with boys, although the Hiffereﬁéé was ngpjficanf only -in the re&diﬁg,group

context (138), The!reqsons for this sex difference are unknown. Boys do

» Tl

misbehave more often, but this does not explain why teachers respond to
them non-verbally more often. Perhaps frequent but minor misbéhavior causes

boys to regularly check to see if they are being watched, thus méking it

easier for t achers‘fo use non-verbal ﬁefhods with them.

>

" The fina)l variable showing sex differences was total teacher initiated

er total time (171). Boys had more such contacts in all

three contexts, and the sex difference was significant for whole class .
interactions in the mornings and the afterncons. The difference for .
re;dingigroups was in‘}he same direction but was not significant. These

r

[ -
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-data paﬁéllehﬁfhe student initiation data suggesting that feachers make

up for the- fa¢t that. boys come to them less frequently to initiate contacts

by going to the boys to initiate contacts themselves instéad. This same

«

relationship was found by Baum, et al. (Note 3)

School SES
. Data from the teachers in the I3 low SES classrooms compared To
the teachers in the'i5 hféhthS cIassrooms showed more than Twice the number

of significant dlfferenqes to be expected by chance in all three confexfs

e

In generai SES d‘?fere ces in classroom compos:fnon ‘were exfremely lmporfanf

- <

in this study; the process-product data make much more sense when analyzed

-

separafely for low versus high SES classes than +hey do when analyzed
for fhe group of Teachers as a whole (Brophy & Evertson, Nofe 2).

SES scores for each school were derived by summing school SES rankings

made by six school administrators. These rahkings wefe highly intercor-

()

related (all r's above .90). They were summed to yield a distribution from
low to high SES~'Fnd +he feachers in the sample were dividéd at the median

to form SES groups. As it happeﬁed fhe 28 teachers could not be divided

dnfo two exactly equal groups bec%use inclusion of the median score resulted *

in a 13-15 split. Rather than arblfrarlly ass:gn one of the teachers in

»»)""Lu 1

e gy e

\\\me higher SES group fo the lower SES group, we used N's of I3 for the \over
SES group and 15 for the hlgher SES group.

The SES differences reveal that the natures of the sfudenf body and

~

feachen-sfuden \lmferacinn can be very differenf in schools of contrasting

SES level, even a%\¥he same grade level. Our classroom observers noted fthat

-
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the high SES classrooms were populated mostly by bright and highly motivated
children who generally spoke up, were eager to respond, and seemed to enjoy’
‘learning. If,anyfhiné, the teachers in these classrooms had problems con=

Trolling over?agprness énd*compefi%iveneés. Handwaving andAofherraT}empfé

te gef the teacher to Co!I on students were frequent in these classes.

In contrast, the observers stated k@af the lower SES classrooms T/plcally

“were marked by alienation from Iearning. In these early. g?ades, this alienation
- . g
rarely took the form of overt hostility or aggressiveness. Instead, the

students were passive and inhibifedr Teachers often had to work to”get them .

to: respond .in any fashion, fet alohe correctly. Handwaving and otHer signs
of eagerness to respond were rare. Also, the chilldren in the low SES class=

>

rooms usually did not yet have the combination of independent work skills,

N u

functional reading, and direction following abilify—neéded,fo enable them
to work Thdependenfly for very long., Thus, They were more dependenf upon

the teacher for sfrucfurlng of Iearnlng experlences and for’ monlforlng and

*

correcfingAgeafwork. . R

&

These observafioﬁs have been inserted here to help "set the scene"

for. some of the SES differences observed in the data. .To fggilifafe‘com-
. . o

gparisons-wifh the data- presented in the report by B@um,»giygl: (Note 3),

the data- for public response opporfunifies will be presénfed*firéf fo]loweq

T o2 ?’
* by the data for private work and procedure interactionsy followed by the ’

-

data for behavior interactions. ’ .
B = L3

-

.

Teachers were more likely fo preselect students for response oppor-
tunities in reading group in the high SES classes (1). Differences were
v in the same direction for the whole class interactions, - but they were not

significant. This finding may:dépresenf one way that these teachers dealt

-

22
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with the problem of competitiveness in seeking response opportunities .in
these high SES classrooms. The other significant SEé‘findThg relating to N

selection of student respondents, and an especially interesting one, was

that low SES- students were more likely 1o call out answers in fwo of the

three contexts, and both gf these differences were significant (4). At
firs;:\thjs seems to contradict the general picture.of low SES éiassrgoms
drawn abéVe, However, other data indicate that teachers in low SES class-
rooms were more tolerant of student call outs, and that teachers in high
‘§ES classrooms were especially firm in insisting that everyone respect

everyone else's. response opportunities (appropriately, in each case). Thus;‘

we believe that these differences reflect differences in what the teachers !

* =
allowed rather than differences in student .predisposition fto call out

> ]
.

L]

responses without permission.

The .measures of the dffficulfy level of teacher questions showed. only

-~ » rd

‘one significant sex differgnce: more choice questions were asked in reading

]

. ‘groups in high SES classrooms (6). This was contrary tfo expec%afioﬁs,

because_we had thought that there would be more process quqsfions (which

-~

usually are more difficult) and fewer choice questions (which usually are

simpler) in the high SES classrooms. We offer no interpretation for this

finding, because there were context differences in “the opposite direction: -

more choice Questions were asked in the low SES classrooms in each of the
other two contexts (whole class interactions), although neither difference
reached statistical significance:

3

Data on the quality of children's answers indicated that high SES

o -

sfudents were likely to respond correctly about 82% of the time, while the

low SES students responded correctly 72% of the time (7). Conversely, L

- S T T T A
- 4 a

23
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‘ R v
the percentage of wrong answers was higher for ‘the low SES students (9).
Also,. the percenfgge of .instances iin which, the éfudenfsﬁmade;no response

- whatsoever was higher for the low SES students, Significantly so for two

T

of the three contexts (11). Tﬁﬁs, high SES'sfuden+§ were more |ikely to

* -

make some kind of Fésponse when called on, and they alsc were more likely «

to be corrects :

‘Teacher';iacfions t+o correct answers showed no significant dif-
ferences. Data on teacher reactions to part-correct answers revealed that

- - :
Tow SES teachers tended to call on someone else when the child did not

PR

respond or responded incorrécfly more frequently than 3igh SES teachers,

but only in the reading group context (22). The difference was iin the same

.

direction for one of the other contexts, but was reversed for fhebeird.

-x '
-

The low SES teachers also were more Iikeey to rephrase or give a clue jo

try to improve a partially correct responsé. However, this appeared only-

for the afternoon, whole class interaction context. The means for the

other two contexts were identical (26). These data are of questionable

7 T -
J .

meaning, because part-correct responses were relatively rare. Again,

3+hough, they indicate that the low-SES teachers hac¢ greater difficulty,

in obfainfng correct responses frop their students. ] .

The dava on Teacher responses +o wrong answers showed that the low
. T
SES teachers allowed more call outfs in readlng groups_ié%n the high SES

teachers did (34) and that the Iow SES_teachers rephrased or gave clues

. more offen ih trying fo enable students to respond correctly (37), at

least in the whole class lnfe(gcfions in +he afternoons. ngh SES teachers

L]
b

apparent Iy either gave the answers or called on other studenis in these

Q * -

situations, although the differences were not significant. These data

»

ERIC - <4




revealed nofhlng for the "1 don't know" responses, because these happened

. (l57, 158). In contrast, feachers in the low SES schools were more |-tkely

apprOprlafe, because process producT analyses revealed +ha+ staying with fhe

learning gains in hlgh SES- schools (Brophy & Evertson, Note, I Note 2).

to give the answer or call on someone else, while teachers in the low SES
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again indicate the difficulties that teachers in the low SES schools had

-
-

-

H

In obtaining student responses.
: Teachef reactions to "l don't krow" responses and' to student failures

to réspond'were analyzed both separately and together. The separate analyses

-

Too lnfrequenfly to analyze. Thus, most of the findings for the combination
of "™ don'l know" and ro response situdtions come from no Tesponse sxfuaflons.

Flrsf looking only at -the data on teacher reacflons when the chlldren .

e

fa;led To respond af all, it is clear that the hlgh SES feachers Benerally -

elfher gave the s+uden+ the answer themse)ves or called on another sfudenf

,\4

- —

to stay with fhe original student and attempt to get an jmproved response

M [
by repeating the quesfion rephrasing the question, or asking a new question

- -

(160, l62) These process differences in teacher behavnor appeared to be

original respondent and affempflng to get an answer was -associated with suc-

>
»

cess in obtaining student learning gains in low SES -schools, while calllng~, .

@&

on someone else or giving the answer was associated wufh.obfalglng student
&

. These same general differences are reflecfed in the data for Teacher

* . * -

reactions to "I don‘t know" snTuaflons and no response situations combined

(41, 42, 44, 46). Again, teachers in tHe high SES schools were more likely

a

schools were more likely to stick with the original student and‘fry to

t

obtain a response. . v
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The data. for teacher reactions coinied,acrOS§ all response oppor=-: .

»

tunities (regardless .of quality of sfédenf'answeﬁs) reflect a somewwat .

L

dl‘fj/pnf pattern. Téacﬁers,in low SES schools were more legiz?fo stay

. ° with' the orlglnal respondent -and a++emp+ to. improve the reLPonse after an

|ni+|al fallure (52), and they also tolerated more student EBII outs (56),

" as reported previously. However, +he low, SES teachers also were more likely )
.Tp calf on'aﬁofhér student after an initial failure to answer correctly during
Al - » - * ‘ J
. genefal ciass interactions in the morning (55). This contrasts with the

-~ 'y
x L

findlngs reporfed above in s:fuaflons where s+uden+s had falled to-make any

. -~ ! .
,kind of response at all, The .apparent reason |s that +his f1ndrng,pr|mar|ly.
» N “ N . .. -

reflects teacher behavior following wrong answers by students, as opposed'

~

X

to teacher behavior following no response at all. *

- -
L

The meésure of*sfdﬁenf respdnée—opporfunifies over total teécﬁing Tipe
(57)_ favored +he hagh SES CldSSrOOmS in pll +hree cc tfexts, signi?ﬁcantly

so: for whdle élass interactions in he‘mornlng. Thus, the high SES class—

-

--rooms TnonVeﬁ more verbal infefchanges ‘in the public response opportunity

a

context. than did the dow SES classroams. . I .

*

The data on. student initiated quesfioqs'occurring in public;response' -

~—
> -

opporfunlfy situations |nd|ca+e that more such quesflons were called out in . .
the 1ow SES classrooms (59). -Agann, we believe this +o be a dlfference in .
’ Lo 4
Teacher Tolecance rather than s+uden+ preference. All of t+hé other measures 3t
. Pl . !

v —rela+ing to student initiated qﬁesfipns showed either no ngnfficaHT dif=-.

ferences or no+ enough data to allow analyses. There Qéfe—few sfudenfr !

initiated quesfions at these eérly grade levels: even in high SESfcl55§robms. ...
The dafa for student |n|+|a ed commenfs (as opposed to quesflons) agajn ) o
¢ .

shOWed that +he low SES teachers +olerafed more call outs than the high SES

teachers did (81). High SES teachers accepted more relevant student initiated

*

26 - L S




. «. . : . The Texas Teacher
. ' 22

3

comménts than low SES teachers de (86), but low SES Teachérs went beyond
£ " & o« .

.o , simple accepfanée and integrated more of these comments info the discussion,

» - I »

?T:Jeasf in reading group interactions (87). Informal observer reports

iy, -

Y s ('suggeST that this difference probably appeared becjuse the high SES teachers

TR S received many more student initiated comments, so that simple acceptance

4 Y

of such”comments probably was approprpjate in most instances. In contrast,
. H - °

" . Student initjated comments in low SES classrooms wete infrequent, so that

the relevanf'bnes‘gouldAbe integrated into the discussion topic more fre-

hd .

N .
quently. As with' student initiated questions, student initiated comments
.*.-were infrequent; so that the remainiag vaiiables in this sét showed either

* *

ot

no'significanfqd1f%erencesl or, typically, not enough data to "analyze.

4

- The‘dé;é on self andvdpinioh questions show that both of these non-

- -
o a

‘ i .. agpademic questions were @ore frequent in low SES classrqoms (101, 104},
These -findings fit with our observers' impressions that the high SES class-
- . r@oms concéntrated more on teaching the curriculum, while the low SES class- |
N T . , ~F

deviated from the curriculum more frequently to take -up more gener?l

3

9

T rooms

- 1

discussions or matters of personal concern. However, the high;SES teachers

~ \

+

N - ' E- . R '.— . ':' .« . U, |
. were -more | ik#ty to praise the answers their students gave to opinion questions,
. - ° N

’

5 ‘71 at*least in the oné context for which data were available (106).
[

. ) The preceding data all dealt wffh meas@res taken in public response

[y
-

opégrfunify situations. The next major-sef of data deal with teacher and
s P o . ‘ . A
. student initiated work and procedure contacts. These were essentially private

r ”

’

éonfaqfs of welevance onTy to the specific student involved, although often

. . .

: %hey'wene overheard by other students. ) o

3
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The data-for student initiated work contacts show that low SES teachers

»

praised students more durfhg such contacts in one of the three contexts

(I'11), that the percentage of private work contacts which were student

initiated was higher in the high SES classrooms (113), and that The“high

SES students moré often were given brief feedback when they initiated work -
contacts (115). Thus, high SES students came to the teachers to géf help k,,fk

or to. show- their work more frequently, and teacher responses usually were

.

briefer. This feacher behav.ior probably was appropriate, given that the

-4 - «

high SES sfudenfsfgenerally were more successful and thus probably needed
less explanation or correction, on the average. The praise'différence also
makes sense, because process-product data indicated that praise in this

situation was .especial ly facilitative of student learning in the low SES .

classrooms, but not.so much in the high SES éla§sﬁooms (Brophy & Evertson,

P

Note |, Note 2). ’

.

‘ The-data for student initiated contacts involving personal concerns

_of students indicate *that there were more such contacts in fThe low SES

schools (117). This is another aspec} of the more general finging that the
- i . . . ¥ T
* ) 3 P g - M -
low SES classrooms were more “personalized and less focused on the curriculum

than the high SES clasggooms. Another,aspect of this same general -SES

3&fference is the greater frequency of p;ocedural contacts in’low SES

P

classrooms (122). T

Teacher initiated work.contacts involving praise were more frequent
fn the high SES classrooms (124), and in general, feacher’praise was more
- . » v
.~ frequént in teacher initiated work contacts than .in student initiated work

.contacts. This was appropriate, becausé process-product data indicated
< .

.
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that praise was more effective in teacher initiated. contacts than in

HmwuwdhAA4sfudentwjnliiaied,confacts'(Brophy & Evertson, Note |, Note 2).

volved management requests was slightly higher in the low SES classrooms .

<.+ (128). This.probably reflects a greater need for these teachers #o~gi&e - -
: ) -9 L '

their studenis specific instructions about what to do and when and how

w 7 .

to do i+, as compared with teachers working in high SES classrooms. In .

*addition to asking'fheir students to do things more frequently, low SES

y ?

i teachers thanked them fér doing so more frequently, at least in the whole

o

class contexts in the morning (130). However, these data were reversed

- ~

in the reading group contexts. fhus, the-data concerning thanking stﬁdenfs

for doing management tasks are mixed.

-~

» The combined teacher evaluation data across all academic situations
revealed that high SES teachers praiised their students more frequently for
- good work or éood'responses than low SES teachers did (1319. lronically,
such_braise was negatively corre]afed wlfh.sfgdenf learning gainé ir the
high SES classrooms (Brdpﬁy & Everfson, Note |, Note 2), however. There
were.no significant SES differences in behavioral praise or behavio}al
warnings.

¥

The data on discipline and control errors revealed no SES differences

in ‘frequency of errors or in farget or timing errors. However, in the one
,bpnfexfsfoﬁ which data were available, overreactions were much more frequent
in the low SES classrooms than -in the high SES classrooms (137). These

appeare& to be functional, however, because the process-product data re-

vealed overreactions to be positively associated with student learning gains

-
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v - ~

(Brpphy & Evertson, Note |, Note 2). Apparently, teacher -interventions
s .
which struck classroom observers as emotional overreactions were not.

7r¢éiiy ovérheacfions in the cgnfexf of fhe'sifuafioh, At any rate, these
teacher behaviors coded as overreactions were positively associated with
-8tudent learning rates. |

‘ The data on sharing of personal éexperiences in private dyadic con=

T?RTS revealed that this occurred more frequently in low SES classrooms,

both in teacher initiated contacts (145) and in child initiated contacts

(144). This is yet anofheraasp%ct of the general tendency of low SES

~ classrooms to bé more personal ized and. less strictly structured by cur-

riculum considerafiqns, relative to high SES classrooms. -

Lo . . .
The final variable showing a social class difference is the measure-
Rt

of fofq[wgggggnsewopporfuﬁifiéE”Tﬁ_Ehe merning over the total time avail-

"able. This showed:a significant ditference in favor ‘of the high SES class=.

-

-

rooms (170), and it is related to the previously reporfed’finding concerning-

.«
response opportunities over total teaching time (57). These high SES class-

- rooms involved mowe verbal interactions in which teachers asked questions

2 -

« } . . . . . ’ i +
and students.’answered or participated in discussions, compared to the lower

. SES classrooms. The latter involved relatively more individual ized practice

[} .

E

and seatwork, and proportionately less verbal interaction, particularly
) ! -

verbal. interaction|involving the whole class?

.
N

an general, these éES differences reflect appropriate teacher behavior,
|

at leastrwith respect to student aChievemenfg -‘Almost every SES difference
\ ‘ ‘ .
. ,observed was—conrelpfed positively with- student learning gains on standardized
. ' M v i

achigvemen% tests. | That ﬁs, when teachers in one of the two SES groups did
1 - .

4 |
|
|
|

\
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more of something than teachers In the other group, the ‘behavior involved

usually was correlated positively with student learning gains for that SES

" ’

Ly

group. ‘ ‘ , ’ .t

-

Furthermore, most of fhe SES differences .observed appeared to Eeflecfl

e Tgacher controlled variables. ~That isz even though there was émple evfdence

that theé students in the two SES groups were very differenf'and présenfed

‘ different demands and problems to- the teéachers, the preseﬁf data, along .

with fhe.process-pﬁoducf dé%a, suggest that teachers were- responding appro- )

priately to these student differences in ways +haTiﬁe1ped facilitate student
)

learning. This is .discussed at much greater length ‘in the reports of brocess—

D L .
prbduc+'relafionshipsﬂigsgggt'&~EMeriseny~Note'ﬂ7'N6f§”23: . -
e T T 1 . \';.'
~ Grade Differences o« - T

Grade differences were obtained fQ?ough one-way analyses of variance

comparingafhe 15 teachers in grade two with the I3 teachers in grade three.

-

The data are presented in Table 2. . n

{ ' ‘ . . : ¢ A * .

+

Insert Table *2 about here. _

-

L]

‘1
Observed grade differences were somewhat below chance expectations.
14

The analyses yielded significant differences (only 1| of 107 times for the

whole class interactions in the morning, four of 103 times for whole class

infefacfidns in the afternoon, and efghf of 105 times for reading group

ihteractions.) This was not surprising.. Few differences between grades two
- + ‘a" . 3 k]

and three were éxpec#ed, partly on the basis of the general §imi|a}i+ies .
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in these two grades, and partly on the basis of previous data showing these
two grades to be very similar to each other (Baum et al:, Note 3).
;4~A~ThépeiyenennoAgraqe differences. in methods. of selecting. students to

~respond to questions. fDafa—on the difficulty Ievef of questions revealed -

©

that process. questions were more ‘frequent in third grade foﬁ.morning, whole
N )
R class interactions and for reading groups (5). Part-correct answers also
were more frequent at third grade (8). Both of these findings-might have

been expected on the basis of the greater verbal abilities, -on the average,

-

of the third graders. N

. s - i .
There were no differences in teacher reactions to correct apswers,

but several appeared in teacher reactions to wrong answers. Thé third

‘o grade teachers criticized students for”wrong answers more fréquently (29),

and they -more often gave the answer to the student if the question had not

- [lar 2NRE ¥

been answered correctly (32). Meanwhile, the second grade teachers. were

7

T ‘much more tolerant of sfﬂdenf call outs (34). Taken together, these data '
: ¢

suggest that the third grade teachers were somewhat more focused on_the .

. Gl i . . p .
curriculum and less tolerant of either poor student performance or unsanctioned

ol

_ ~student behavior. In fhis sense, it might be said that fﬁey were "stricter"

;w**’ht;-iﬁf? the second grade teachers.

,4/ Teacher reactions to."l don't know" and no response situations in

(3

combination di¢ not reach significance, but data for these two situations
sqggggigly did. Specifically,. second grade teachers were more likely fo
call on someone else if the student had said "I don'# know" (149), While-

- the third grade féacheré.were more likely to stay with the student by either

repeating the question, or rephrasing, or-asking a new question (160, 162) 7>
: &

I x
. 3




The Texas Teacher
28 -

¥ the student had failed to maké any kind of response at all. These .
differences fit with those reported above, in that they suggest that the ’

third grade teachers were more concerned about getting responses than the

second grade teachers.

The data for teacher reactions combined across al:l response opportunities

showed that the third grade teachers were slightly more 1ikely to givé the

answer after a :failure to ‘answer corggctly (54). This is simply an ela-

boration of +he~prey29usly reported finding that the third grade teachers
were more likely to give;fhe answer when {he student had given a wrong
answer to the original question. . -
There were no differéhc;s in fhe‘%requency,of publ1c.response oppor- . e
tunities: by grade (57, 170). This was nﬂld\y surprising, in that we had

expected. that response opportunities would become more frequent in third

grade, as the chi-ldren became more’ verbal.
. .

¢

The data for student initiated questions did not yield any significant

° - []

findings: However, third grade teachers were more likely to praise relevant

-

student initiated comments than sec?nd grade teachers were (82). This

‘again' suggests a focus on curriculum con;enf by the third gradé teachers. .
The data on self questions revealéd these 16 be much more frequent at

second grad: (103). The data on opinion questions showed them to be

mo;e frequent at the third grade in all three contexts, however,

and the grade difference was significant for reading groups (104). These

data again suggest a greater focus on the curriculum on the part of the

third grade teachers, at least for self questions. It is possible to

interpret the opinion question data in the same way; given the nature of

¢ »




opinion questions and of the context differences involved.

L4

Opinion questions sometimes dealt with curriculum related matters and
sometimes dig not. -Casual observation suggested that opirion questions during-
‘reading~groups'gsual1y-déalf’wifh the 'story (often they were used -as ways

to -generate inferest in the story or to help students see-how it applied

N s

fq;?heir own lives), while opinion questions occurring in the general class
v‘ . 3 - -
context were less likely to be related to the curriculum. Thus, even the

seemingly contradictory findings for opinion‘que§+ions can be seen as .conforming

" -

to The’generaliidga_fhaf third grade teachars are more focused-on the cur-

-

*riculum than second grade teachers, when the context difference (whole class
versus reading group) is taken into account.
In sum, the data for response opportunities did not show the éxpécfed

increase, from second to third grade, but they did reveal on several different

measures a tendency for thixd grade teachers to become more businessl|ike

i

and focused on the curriculum, relative to the second grade teachers.

The data on private dyadic contacts showed Tha; a greafer;bercenf?ge

of such contacts were ipifiafed by the st deqfs in second grade (110).
Thege data fit with the frend noted by Béhm; giigi: (Note 3) to the effect
that, across ?he_se¢ond through fifth grade range, children, especially boys,
decrease :in Th%ir tendency to approach teachers spontaneous|yt

~Thé third grade teachers praised during student in*tiated work Eonfacfs
more frequently than second grade teachers did (111)." This may have been
counter-productive; the process—-product datafjndicafed that praise in this
particular context was negatively associated with student learning gafns

‘(Brophy & Everfson: Note |, Note 2).

“

[

)
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. . : - ~
The sécond grade teachers were more |ikely to merely observe students

at work, without stoppingeto say anything to them (125). They also were

s more ‘likely to control behavior problems-fhrough non-verbal methods such ’ N
o ) ' / - = . "
as movingicloser to thé misbehaving student (138). Both of these findings

maKe sense, given fhe'relafively impersonal interactions of tedchers with
S very young-children and. given the relafive.diffiqulﬁy that very young -

children have in expressing themselves in verbal inferacfions,‘plfhough

.
.

neither result was anticipated in advance. ) -

. i The percentage of cﬁird initiated coﬂfacfsvwhich involved sharing
persona) experiences was higher at .grade #hree'(1443. Again, this..probably
. - s,
reflects in part greater verbal abilities which- enable students %o carry
on conversaflons with the teachers. Also, it proba/)y reflects The Tendency ' ;
of certain students (bu+ probably a minority, and mosTIy girls) to seek out
the. teacher for social contacts. Girls do seem to value this, and to show
it fhﬁough initiating such contacts, although boys fypically‘do not.
The- final variable showing a g[ade diffgrence concerns the total number
.of teacher inifiaféﬁ contacts divided by the total time ogservéd. This

proportion was higher for the third grade teachers (171). With regard to

non-academic contacts, these data may reflect the increasing verbal abilities

of the children, which make sustained interactions with the teacher more

possible at higher grade levels. With regard to academic contaci's, the gréde
€ . - X T R o
difference may reflect the tendency of children, especially boys, to reduce '

the frequency with which they initiate contacts with teachers sbonfaneously

s 1
(110).:--Thus, the increase in teacher initiated contacts at the third grade

s .

LN

(I
1
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tevel may be a more or less systematic attempt by the teachers to -make
up for the contacts which no longer occur because students initiate them,

- -~ as fhey 4id_n earliéf grades. A similar pattern was noted by Baum, et al.

- A

(Note 3).

Discussion . .

Y,

Analyses for sex, SES, and grade differences in process interaction

% measures revealed many SES differences but few sex 6r grade differences.
The few grade differences were nof;surprising, given that only second and -
third grade students were involved. The few sex ditferences might be -sur-
prising to some, although they should not-be. Studies of teacher a++j+udgs

{ -
usually reveal numerous sex differences, but studies of process behavior,

I

especially if data are collected with low inference insfrumén%s, typically
‘reveal minimal sex differences. Also, those that do appear tend to be
differences amoné the students rather than differences in teachsr behavior

“that reflect teacher bias (Brophy & Good, 1974).

*

In short, student sex is not as important a variable as some have sug-

gesfed, at least not in the early grades. There aﬁe some sex differences,

IS

but close examination usually reveals these to be of relatively minor

importance. In addition, analyses of teacher behavior in reféfionship to sex

differences.usually reveal that feachers\?ompensafe—for the student sex dif-

. ) 3
ferences that do occur. Thus, although boyg\generally volunteer less often

than girls (as a group), teachers tend to equgljze public response oppor=

« \
. tuni?ies by calling on non-volunteer boys more often and by allowing more
N

. %

‘ \
call outs from boys. Similarly, although boys generally approach teacners
» - * \
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le€s often for help or feedback -concerning work; teachers cdﬁpensafé'BQ 4

apgroachingffhgquys more often, thus tending to equalize the frequency

of individualtzed woik contacts with students. We do not know the degree

L] hnid !

to which this compensatory behavior by teachers is conscious, but we have

. . N
observed it in several investigations.

In general, to the exfen% that sex differences do exist, girls tend:

to be more conforming and achieVemenf oriented and to be more oriented

toward and interested in the teacher as an individual, as compared to boys.

v~
-

quversely, bbys typically misbehave much more.often and consequently

have mény moré beha%ior-orienfed contaéts with teachers, including criticism

and punjshment for misbehavior. However, investigations which have included

i

ma.le teachers have shown that these same patterns exist in clégsrooms taught
N v
by males, and the general welth of the evidence is that sex dltferences '

are due to student dlfferences in mlsbehGV|or, and nof to eacher bias
o favor of females (Brophy & Good, I974) ,
Although we were not surprised.with the smal |l number of sex differenées.

that abpeared }n this study, it should be noted that additional ones might

have .occurred had we been able to collect data on individual students, instead

-

of only noting the sex of the student and analyzing males versus females as

intact groups. Martin (1972), using data on individual students, reported

that the boys tended to be polarized at the extremes of distributions of.

v

® most academic and conduct variables, with girls usually bunched in the mjddles

of the distributions. He noted that this tendency was so widespread and
extreme that it made more sense to analyze high achieving and generally
conforming boys separately from low achieving and generally non-conforming

-

boys, rather than attempting to deal with "boys" as an aagregate group.
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.

~In g35/6Wn investigations ijch have involved col]ection of individual

TudenT‘daTa,lwe have found consfs+en+ supporf'for Martig's cogfenfio?s.
»Assuming that simi.lar subgroup differences existed in the present study,
they would have ‘been masked by the fact that data had to be collected only
by student Eex, without information on individuals. Coneequenfly, it is

possible (and quite likely, we think) that subgrdups, particularly among

the boys, cancelled one another Qifhih the data for se& groups asvaggregafes.

4

Thus,. while it is frue that means and other central tendency data for

aggregated sex groups showed’few differences, it also is true that.analyses

of individual student data which take into account efudéhf sex usual ly
reveal. many Efgnificanf-differences.

The large number of significant SES differénces did not surprise us,
given whaf is known aeoufrfhe‘power of SES as a-predictor variable and given

F

the previously reported fact that the process-product data from this sfudy

are Jndersfood more clearly when analyzed separately by SES than when analyzed
for the samp]e as a whole (Brophy & Evertson, 1973). In general, the SES
differences obser&ed in these analyses eupgorf the interpretations made in
coﬁnecfion with The process-product data (Brophy & Evertson, |973, and
They als¢ support the general contention that Teachers usual ly respond
appropriately to the differential opporfun;fles and problems +ha+ differen+
students present to- them,

;wevview SES as a proxy veriable standing for a complex of differences

. ot

in ability, achievement, and general orientation toward schools, teachers,

£ “

and the student role. These and other analyses of SES are not so much

important in their own right as they are-.in proVidiﬁg guidance about some
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* *

of +hevimpor+an+ student djfferences which must be taken into account in
order fo understand classroom process data fully. It is becoﬁing increasingly
clear that students affect teacher behavior, although most classroom research

has assumed a mode |- that implicitly ftreats teacher behavior as cause and

N4

student behavior as effect in interpreting correlations.

re .

This can lead to misleading and overgeneral ized results. For example,

it is much easier to use an indirect teaching style and/or_to ask high

* ‘level questions and get student responses reflecting complex thought processes

in high SES classrooms than in low SES classrooms, other thingssbeing equal.
. Thus, studies which did not either control or take into account student 2

differences in SES, achievement levels, or related variables are suspect

- L

. J+ best. C

-

> “ ﬁn—genenat, de facto segregation in hoysing patterns tends to create

classrooms which are relatively homogeneous by SES. “This. homogeneity due to

~

segregation is Perhaps even stronger than homogeneify of race or ethnicity.

3 .

| In any case, SES differences are so sfFéng and pervasive that they cannot
‘be. ignored. As a general rule, high SES schools are likely to be populated
Eéfimarily°b§ eager, achievéhenf,orienfed, and somewhat competitive students,

:Qﬁife low SES schools are like]y to contain a high proportion of students

P

who are alienated from- school and from learning.

- -

G}ade level is also re[ewanf here. At. the higher'grades, many low SES

s

schools are reminiscent of “the blackboard jungle," featuring overt student

defiance and hostility.in addition to aliepation from learning. However,
" . - ¥

in the early grades, students in low SES schools-usual'ly are not overtly

defiant or hostile.. Instead, they tend t6 be anxious, fearful, self-conscious,
= - ' v \

el
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-

-

)
tacking in confidence about their own abilities, afraid of being called
B N

upon to respond publicly, and, in generaf, likely to deal with alienation

- through withdrawal and inhibition rather than overt defiance.

.
Y
&

The SES differences observed in this study indicate that teachers in
these two respective types of schools generally were adapting to student

, differences in ways iikely to maximize s;udenf learning (Brophy & Evertson,

’ -

1973). In particular, teachers working in the high SES schools maintained
a businesslike demeanor and a primary focus upon the curriculum, and they
. .

took advantage of the Qpportunjties,provided,byA+he fact that their students
were generally brighter and more vérgal than the studerts in the low. SES
N A ?

. ) o, . . -e.
schools. Conversely, teachers in the low SES schoo}s were more personalized .
h . 7

in their interactidons with their students; thus helping to combat student

al'ienation and fear. They alsd spent more timé‘feachiﬁé the fundém¢n+als ot. .

£

-

the three R's, .because most of their students had not learned these fundamentals

yet. They also moved @t a slower pace, frying to socialtze their students ’
to give answers to ques+1on§;ra+her,+han to remain silent, by sticking with

~

students who failed to respond rather than simply giving answers and moving

.

on ‘to someone else.

-

At these grade levels, such behavior would have amounted to ‘pointlessly

pumping!}he students in the high SES schools, since these students almost
always give the response (and give it quickly) if +he;gkﬁbw . However,

in the low SES schools, such behaViqn was functional, because many_jfudenfs ;
capable ofy responding correctly would not do so the %irs+ time because of

’
-y

fear. For these students, teacher persistence combined with patience and

. ¢ encouragement not only was likely to cucceed in helping them to get the correct

- - -

¥
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. ’ = i . '
- answer in-a given sifuation, bufféfso was important in helping +o break
A4 - - ‘ )

" down- fear and- socialize them/Toward a mQre‘doeifiVe'sfddenf'role.
. - As noted,. Vthe low fredu cy of significanf grade differences -was not

surprnsnng, glven +ha+ onIy WO grades ‘were involved and that these

- grades were adjacenf {second and fhlrd) Furthermore, the differences

»

observed ane mundane,-indicafjng simply that ghiIdrenibecome?moré’verbal

and more sodialized +o the student role as¢+hey get older, at least within -
+ these 'grade levels. Other data (Baum, et al., Note 3) indicate that

social ization to Zhe student role is increasingly successful across the

x>

first several grades o. schooliibuf that students begin fo become
rebel | ious starting around fifth grade. It is probable that this reversal
in frénds continues at later grades; -ongoing research at the junior high

scndol level will help answer fhls quesflon -

c

Data for sex and grade comblned both in-this sfudy and in ofhers,

-

‘Tndicafe rather clearly that ghildren in general, and boys in parflcukar,

" do not vaIuefTeacher praise very much, despite the frequenf stress Iénd'upon
it in Teacher education programs.' This should nof be taken To mean that
t+eachers should praise Iess often or that yralse is of no |mpor+ance, although

it may |nd|ca+e that, most teachers do not praise very effecfnvedy (i.e., in

ways that motivate fhelr students positively). , ;
!
Part of fhe reason for fh;s |s +2§j ‘children become les$ &dult-oriented
l b
- and more peer-orlenfed fhroughouf middle chlldhood Thes )S*parflcularly

2

frue of boys, most of whom seem fo be virtually |nd|fferen+ to Thelr teachers.
In contrast, most glrls are interested in feachers and lncreaS|neg begin to

‘initiate personal confacf with them and take an |n+eresf in them as individuals’
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> q

as well as persons playing the teacher role. However, in most Cases even

»

~thi's interest seems 1o be relatively limited, compared to intérest +in peers.

Jn any case, process measures of classroom interaction at the second and

fh¥rd grade levels, revealed relatively few grade differences, and the dif- "

'~feﬁencesﬁfhaf did appear were.rafher trite and obvious. -

» L
-

These commenfs do not apply to grade dlfferences n general however,

¥ +

3

beéause other dsia indicate fhaf grade level is extremely imporfanf in”

- ,
v OB o

:Liﬁ}fing the degree 16 which findings can be'generaIWZed,gBrophy,&-EverTsoh,

I973) In.parficular, the nature of student cognitive development and of

+he feachlng-learntng situation typical of the flrs+ few grades of school

,.

dlffer in several important respects from those observed at hlgher grades.
‘ A}

i

Most ¢hildren in the early grades sfill—afe mastering the fundamentals of ..

the three R's, whereas in later -grades they are using these tool skills to

-

learn content in othér areas. . )

.

. N - r

Thus, the early grades feature study of the three R's as ends rather”

: 2 . ~ . ..’ b
than use of them as means, énd;insfrucfion is more individualized and much

less verbal and concepfual than at higher grade levels. This means that

- r

di fferent variables are important at these different levels, and also that |

w ) -~

'veriables important at both levels'do not always have the seme kinds of

relationships to student learning.

S

¥

~
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Table I.. Group Means and Probability Data from Sex by Sbc\léeconomlc Status (SES)

R A i Text provided by enic [N

: . ) Analyses of Variance -in°Classroom f’roces/s/Mcésures
- - i x _
- : : ) WA, £ k
. / - ' . wtlolo"(;lass . Whole Class
. ; Interactlons, Mornings > Interactions, Afternoons Reading Groups
o High Llow High low ] : High  low L
: Male- Female SES SES  Probabllity . Malo Female SES  SES Probabl 11ty Male Temale  SES SES Probabillty
Process Varlaliles Mean Mean Mean _Meon Sex SES SexxSES  Meon Mean Mean- Maan Sex SES SoxxSES Mgan Mean Moan _Moen Sox SES SoxxS5ES.
‘A. Selccting Respondents to Quastlons ‘ -
o 1.’ % Preselects resnon- ) . i
oo dent bafora asking . -
; questions ‘ 04 04 05 03 - - - 04 04 04 03 .- - - 07 07 10 , 04 = ¥ -
“* /-"‘—- - - .
. 2. Calis on-non- . ’ . o :
volunteer . 41 40, 442 39 - - - 46 43 40 9 , - - - -47 43 45 4 - - -
.3. Catlls on volunteer 40 45 - 44 4l - - -, 38 43 43 39 - - - 32 37 35 33 - - -
C .~ 4. Student calls-out .
.- answars 14 a1 08 17T -, Y - 1209 I3 09 e 15 14 1o 18 - ¥ -
- B. Difficully Level of Questions . )
$. Process Questions/Pro- .
casstProduct questions 05 - 06 -05 07 - - - 05 Q5 06 04 - = . = 04 05 04 05 - - -
6. Cholce Questions/Pro- ‘ )
. cesstProductiChoice 23 19 18 23- S - - - 21 22 17 26 - - - 33- 34 40 27 - M -
V -
A AN - o :
. o A 47
o Q 48 . ) -




-Whole Class Whole Class . -
N Interactions, Mornings Interactions, Afternoons Reading Groups
. , High Llow “High  Low ) . High-  Low
Male Female SES SES Probability Male Female -SES SES Probabliity ~ Male Female- SES SES Probabl ity
Process Variables Moan_ Mean Mean Mean Sex SES SexxSES  Mean Mean. Mean Mean Sex SES SexxSES Mean Méan Mean Mean Sex SES SexxSES
C. Quality of Children's Answers < - ‘
7. % Corréct 77 78 82 72 wooo. 76 18- 719 75 - - 78 80 8l 76 - o o
8. $ Part-correct ’ 04 05 . 04 05 - - 04 05 «05 04 - - 04 03 03 04 - - -
9. 5 Wrong 13 14 08 15 w - 13 Il 1 12 - - 12 12 1] 13 - * -
10, % "Don't know" 0l ol (1] Ind o = - -
I1. % No Response 07 06 06 07 - < 06 06 04 08 AL I 06 05 04 07 - o .
v v ) it
-D.  Teacher Reaciions 1o Correct.Answers i
12, Praise 12 13 14 11 - - Az 10 12 10 - - 12 1l I3 10 = - -
13, Criticizing for . .
cabling ont . ‘
4. 14. Faiture to give - s : -
. feedback , 1] 02 (0] N 02 - - -
15, -Process feedback . or 00 ol o - - -
16. -New question 15 i2 1S I3 - - 11 I 1l 12 = - j0 09 09 0 - - -
AY
1 _
N - o ) ) - * =
4 * : - A 49
-ERIC , " - . '
’ - <%
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Tabte 1 Contlinued:

.

¥hole Class

- N

~ ) \
Whole-Class

8

Interactions, Mornings Inieractlons, Afternoons N Reading Groups
High. Low ’ High Low - High  Low
. . Male Female SES. SES Probabitlty Male Female SES  SES _ __ Probabliity Male Femoie  SES SES Probability
Process Variables Mean Mean Mean Moan Seox SES SexxSES  Mean Mean Mean Moan Sex SES SexxSES Mean Mean  Mean Moan_ Sox SES -SexxSES
€. Toacher Reactions to Part-Correct Answers . ' ) i
[ - /

7. -Praise ) ’ -

18. “Criticism - ..

19. [lallure 1o.glve feedback &

20. Procass feedback ’

21. Gives the answer - 15 14 15 14 - = - 20 0 20

22. Calls-on scmeone .
. else, 30 37 28 39 - - - 32 30 33 30 - - - 20 26 15
.:23;. Another student calls

-0 oul the answer

74." Rapeals, rephrases, ‘ T—

'v’ . -or asks new question 43 47 48 38 - - - 36 42 39!. 39\ - - - 52 52 56

» T

/25. Repeats question 16 i8 9 14 - - - ‘ 18 - 14 18
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41, Glves the answer
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else 47
43, Another siudent -calls
out tha answer
A4, Repoats, rephrases,
or asks new question '35
45. Repeat's question 14
46. Rephrases or gives
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54. Gjves the.answer "
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answer correcily 02 03

55. Calls on another
student afler
failure to answer
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56. Another student
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after fallure ‘lo
answer correctly 0l 0l

I. Studenl Response Opportunities

. 57. Response opportunities/
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52. Repeat, rephrase, ! >
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06 Tl - R 10- 08 08 n - - -
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Praise of question
-after relavant SIQ
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Process Variables Mean Mean Mean Mean Sex .SES SexxSES Mean. Mean Mean Mean Sex SES SexxSES Mean Mean Mean Mean Sex- SES SexxSES
K. Student--Initiaied-Pdblic Interaclions .
79. Student initiated com- i
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after irrelevant SIC's . . . w
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» 3 .. .
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118. % student sinitiated )
requests granted . Ve

19, é student inltiated .
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26 29

122.  Procedural contacts/
procedural contacts

(/ + response oppor- N
"~ tunities 55 52 46 59 - hid - 6! 60 58 65 - - - 27 26

123. leacher initiated
work contacts/ tea-
cher initiated work
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124. lcacher initiated’
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e P. Discipline and Control Errors - .
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aFror 06 0. 91 01 - - = 07 0 10 9% - - -
o
.. 135. , Target errors/ total " . .
.o etrors L3 39 36 27 - - - * - -
) 136.” Timing errors/ total .
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157. Overreactions/ total ’ R
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128, Honverbal conirol con- :
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‘phrase + new’ ques- .
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R. Math Contacts

¢ 142, Total public math
contacts/ total pub~
lic-math contacts +
total private math- )
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143, Total leacher ini-
tiated-private math
" contacts/ -tolal public
- math contacts ¢ total
private math con=
tacts * 29 29 31 28 - - - :

S. Perwonal Experience Sharing

Fd
144. ¢ of CCC which are per-
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N sharing 09 09 06 12 - xx - 08 . 086 07 0 - = - 08 06
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145, % of TAC which are per-
sonal experience
sharing 04 05 03 05 - - - 04 03 02 0y - ¥ - 03 05
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Table 2 B

Group Means and Probability Data for Measures
Showing Significant (p <.10) Grade Differences in

One-way Analyses of Variance Comparing Grades Two and T—hreeI

-

Means for Means for

Process. Variables Con‘rexf2 Grades Two Grade Three Probability
i i ' : :
A. Selecting Respondents to Questions
I+ % preseleéts respondent AM’ 04 - — _ 05 =
‘before asking. questions PM 05 02, -
RG " 07 07 "~ -
“ .
AM 44 38 -
2, Calls on non-volunteer M 45 45 -
RG 43 49 -
s & i B
» : : AM 40 45 - L
. 3. <Calls on volunteer PM 37 44 -
- RG 37 29 -
- ’J‘ ' -
) AM 13 - 12 -
4, Student calls out answers. FPM I3 10 .-
RG 14 15 - -
B. Difficulty Level of Questions .
5. Process questions/process AM 03 08 **
+ product questions PM 05 06 -
RG 03 07 *%
6. Choice questions/process AM 25 15 -
+ product + choice M 16 27 -
RG . 32 35 - .
“C. Quality of Children's Answers
« AM 77 77 - —
7. .% correct PM 78 76 -
RG 79 ' 77 - :
. AM 03 05 ° - :
4 part-correct PM 03 06 * '
; . RG . 03 04 -




- :ﬁabje‘Z,confinued:

9 Means for Means for 4
Process Variables Context Grades Two Grade Three Probabi | ity
‘ . AM 13 N -
9. % wrong PM 12 I -
RG 12 12 -
‘ : AM T <0l ol -
410. % "don't know'™ PM ol Ol -
RG . ol 0l -
. AM . 07 06 -
~Il. % no response PM 06 06 -
i RG 05 . 06 ' -
D. Teacher Reactions to Correct Answers '
— -

i ) . AM 4 10 -
“42., Praise PM 12 10 -
RG 13 09 -
S : AM - -, -
-13. Criticizing + Answer PM . <0l <0l -
: -~ RG - C - -
; ) - AM 0l ol -
14, Failure to give feedback P 0l 02 -
RG <0l 02 -

) , AM 0l 0l . -
“15. Frocess feedback PM oI 0l -

. RG 0l ol - ¢

) : AM 15 14 -
:16. New question M I3 . I -
RG 09 .o -

‘E.. Teacher Reactions to Part-Cc.rect Answers

. AM - - -
“17. Praise v M - - -
' RG - - . -

AM - . - -
18. Criticism PM - - -
) RG - . - ) -

M ) , ) B

llé; Failure to give feedback PM - - . -
o . RG - - -




~ Table 2 continued: i
‘ Means for Means for
Process-Variables Context Grades- Two Grade Three fj}&gﬁﬂljj}g
. . - AM - - -
- 20. Process feedback PM 02 03 -
- . RG - . - -
. , AM 17 14 -
. 2l. Gives thé answer P 13 11 -
: RG 15 ) 20 -

S S 24 35 -
~ 22, Calls’on someone else PM 28 38 -
~ RG 27 20 -

: 23, "Another student calls AM ‘ - -

out the answer “t M - - . -
5] 50 . =

'24.. Repeats, rephrases, or AM - 48 44 -
: asks new question PM 34 ; 48 -

" 25. Repeats question - , PM 06 09

26. Rephrases or gives clue PM 34 - 23
) RG 29 27 -

¥

K ) . . :'AM - - * -
- 27. Asks new -question JPM il .16 -
- RG 04 07 ) -

.

Teacher Reactions to Wrong Answers ° -

AM T - .- V - ..
- 28, Praise , - PM - .= - ,
- RG - - -

o - AM - - -
29. Criticism PM 03 .02 -
' RG 01 09 . *

: - = AM o 02 - -
30, Failure to give feedback P - ) -
- RG - - -

AM . 07 . 07 -

3). Processrfeedback . PM 03 04 - .
: RG 04 02 - .
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Table 2 continued:

Means for Means for

Process Variables Context’ Grades Two ' Grade Three Probabi | ity
) . AM 08 16 **
32, Gives the answer PM 10 17 -
: RG 16 25 -
) CAM 35 38 - -
33. Calls on someone else PM ‘40 30 -
: RG 33 26 - *
g 34. Ahofherﬂsfudenf calls AM 05 . 04 - -
out the answer PM ; - - -
° RG 07 ] **
‘ 35. Repeats, rephrases, or AM 4?2 ’ + 30 -
asks new question PM — 44 35 -
RG 35 47 C -
‘ M 12 s -
- 36. Repeats question PM 12 I o .
- RGO 13 18 -
_ A 24 15 -
* 37.. Rephrases or gives clue - PM 29 20 ¢ -
RG 21 24 -
-~ . AM 06 02 -
© 38. Asks new question PM. 03 04 -
- . RG ol 05 -
_-G. Teacher Reactions to "I Don't Know" or No Response N
: AM - - -
- 39, Criticism PM 03 02 -
* e ) RG . _ - -‘ _ ’
- AM - - -
' 40. Failure to give feedback PM - - -
p . RG - - - . -
L .
, AM: 10 07 -
" 4}, Gives.the answer - PM 06, 02 -
. . RG 09 10 - .
. : . AM 48 ;53 -
- 42, Cal'ls on someone -else PM 46 44 -

' ) RG 51 ' 49 - .
43, Another. student calls AM . 06 07 ‘ - .
out the answer PM% - 08 03 -

o - v T RG“/\ |2 s 08 ' -

€ r——
.
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. TJable 2 Continued:
2 Means for " Means for )
‘Process Variables Context Grades Two Grade Three Probability
.44, ‘Repeats, rephrases, or . AM 31 29 : -
" asks new question Mo 35 7 49 -
< RG R 23 ) 2\9 i -
. SR 14 10" . -
45, Repeats question PM 21 18 . . -
, RG Il 14 N -
\ : ’ . ’ % . .
cN .o AM I 14~ ‘ -
463\ Rephrases. or gives clue PM 12 ‘3} N\ - ¥
‘ ‘ . RG 10 15 - -
. s *? ' . o N\ - R
A 2 AM - 07 05 . il
:47.. Asks nhew question M - - : - - o
. RG - - >
\\
) “a & < »4\\ %
‘H. Teacher Reactions Combined across All Response Opportunities A
E . - AM I 08 - “\\
.-48; Praise PM . 10 08 ' - )
‘ RG I 07 -
i . :
) ) A ' : AM 0l 0l -
- 49, Failure to give feedback PM 0l . + 0l a -
: < .. RG ¢ 0l. 02 . . -
: 7 ' ' _ AM 02 - 0l -
50, Process féedback M 0l 02 , - .o
. , RG . 01° ol - .
S AM 13 I - )
51. -New question PM Il 09 ' -
S ) RG 07 09 -
52. Repeat, rephrase, or AM . 42 33 -
.. ask ,new question after. B Y - 42 -
failure to answer RG . v 35 4| -
- 53, Repeats-question after . . AM 03 03 - , :
- failure to answer ‘M 04 N ¢ - v
correctly RG 03 Q4 - -
54." Gives the answer : AM 02 03 - '
: afier failure to ’ M 02 -~ 03 . - 7 :
answer -corréectly  ° RG 03 o 04 ) -
55. Calls on another . AM 08 09 ¢ - )
student after failure M 09 09 -
fo answer.COrrecTIy RG 08 08 -

[ . +

o - o 88
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: Table ZICénfinued:

) 2 Means for Means for
. Process Variables ' Context Grades Two Grdde Three

-

.

Probabi l ity

56. Another student calls AM 0l
‘ out answer after failure M ' or
t+o0 answer correctly ’ RG < . ol

\ -

I. Student Response Opportunities

2

~ 57. ‘Response opportunities/ AM
total teaching time PM
RG

H

" J. Student Initiated Questions (SIQ's)

i - . . M
53. % 51Q's -irrelevant M

.‘ 4 SIQ's called out

L

Praise of question
after relevant SI1Q

Criticism of question
after relevant S1Q

62. % relevant SIQ's delayed

63.° % relevant SI1Q's not

\\\<\acc9p+ed.

A AN

T e N

- 64, % relevant SIQ's given
brie(\feedback

,
AN

“

65. - %.relevant SIQ's given
) iong feedback '

4 . .-

66." % relevant SIQ's re-
directed to class
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P
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Table 2 Continued:

.. Means for Means -for
- Proces$ Variables " Context Grades Two Grade Three Probabi lity
67. -Behavioral praise of AM C- - - >
relevant SI1Q PM - T o - :
. RG - - -

.68, - Behavioral criticism AV - - -
of relevant SIQ - PM - - -

RG . - - -

- |

< - l

69. Behavioral warning after AM - - -
relevant S1Q PM-. - ‘ - - -
RG - . - -

*.70. “Criticism of question MM - - -

after irﬁ%}evanf sIQ PM - " - -

RG - o - -

71. % irrelevant SIQ
_given no feedback

BIE

1
I

s

a ’ > AM - - -
72. % irrelevant SI1Q delayed PM - - -
’ . RG - - -
73. % irrelevant SIQ given . AM - - ’ -
brief feedback PM - o = . -

. . RG - - -

74, % irrelevant S1Q*given A - - -
long feedback PM - - -

RG - - -

% irrelevant SIQ not
accepted

322

% irrelevant SI1Q AM - - -
redirected to class PM - - -
RG - - -

-

Behavioral Erificjsm
after irrelevant SIQ

@ i
M

22

e,

()]
1
!

I

Behavioral warning after
irrelevant SI1Q

-

RS
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Table 2 Continuéd: ‘ .. e
- o v : :
. . 2 Means for Means for
‘Process Variables & _Bontext Grades Two Grade Three Probability

-

‘K, Student Initiated Puf)lic ‘Interactions

99. Student initiated comments AM I 13 -

and questions/total . M 14 7 . .. -
response opportunities RG 08 - 10 R

L. Student initiated. Comments (sIC's)

T M 95 © 90 -
80. ‘% SIC's relevant PM - - -
. RG 86 - 93 -
" . ‘st( - -
‘ AM 69 . T -
8l. % SIC's called out PM 70 " 66 -
) RG 77 71 -
82. Praise of comment affer CAM - o . - i
relevant SIC . P - - -
o P RG 02 09 **
85. % relevant SIC's given AM - Pa— ; -
no feedback ™ M 06 06 -
’ RG 03 09 . -
“ - ’ .
- , » AM - - - . -
- .84, % relevant SIC'S delayed “PM - - ) -
RG - - -
85. % relevant SIC's not M 13 . 07 -
R accepted’ PM 18 - s -
‘ : RG 09 05 -
) - AM 78 77 -
"86. % relevant SIC's accepted | PM 62 o 67 ) - )
RG 75 75 -,
87 °4 relevant SiC's, iz{d'egra‘red AM» - - 06 I . - .
into discussion topic PM 12 16 - ¢
; RG 09 137 - -
88. % relevant SIC's which AM - . - - .
cause a shift in fopic PM v - - -
. RG - - -
89. Behavioral praise after AM - ‘ - -
relevant SIC's PM - - - .
A _RG - - ' . -
90. BehaVioral criticism AM - "’ - . - ’

-after relevant SIC's
<a

32

I




g oo - e -

o
Table 2.Continued:—

-

N\

Means for Means for :
Process Variables /  Context Grades Two Grade Three Probability
— _ T -

.9]. Behavioral warning after AM . - -
relevant SIC's TOPM - -
- - _ R - | -

92.. Praise of comment after AM.
Jirrelevant SIC's. M
- RG

-

*93, % .irrelevant SIC's given AM
-no feedback . PM
- RG

AM

4 irrelevant SIC's detayed ™M
.RG* %

L X ;

~

4 irrelevant SIC's. not . AM
accepted .

'%,irﬁelgvanfls10's accepted

4 irrelevant SIC's inte-
grated inito discussion
topic

4 irrelevant SIC's which
cause a shift in topic
Behavioral criticism
after irrekevant SIC's

'

Behaviord!l warning after
irrelevant -SIC's .o »

-

M. Self and Opinion Questiops

“101.. Self questions/process
+ product + choice
questions + self

% self questions which
were subject-matte
‘related '

~ 12
A" o4




Table 2 Coritinued: * )
’/ s - ’/.' ] i . 4
' . s " o Means for > Means for g ’
Process VariabJ)es Context” Grades Two Grade Three Probabi I'i'f'y -
; S K ] —— - g ~ e
g. - J ! - .
103. % self questions AM. ¢ 45 - 4 **
: related to/personal PM 48 - 19 *¥
preferences ) RG . 44 , 33 - e s
- H - ;o 3 L
104, Opinfyﬁ questions/process AM ' 03.! 07 L - ..
: + product + choice PM 12 I3 - ’
questions + opinion. "RG 03 : 07. ! ®¥ ‘
105. %ppin’ior; quest ions AM - = - - .
' given no feedback PM - - ] -
RG - - - . .
J106. % opinion duesfions - AM w T S ) - ,
followed by praise PM e 07 L.
A : RG 05 - 04 / - - I
. o , e
07. -%.opinion questions AM - 09 | T 04 =
" - followed by teacher tOPM ' - - . T
disagreement ~ RG ; - 7 = -
; . . ) s ) - . AR
08. % student opinions AM 78 89 - ik
accepted PM 83" 92 - . /
RG 90 & 85 - !
09. % studéent opinions AM - N ’
. integrated into A M o= . - : - /\
discussion fopic , - +RG N =y - -
= . 3 .
.- Private Dyadic Contacts ‘. _ j s ST,
0. % privafre contacts - - AM 40 30 Low XX
: student initiated PM 40 36 - S
RG 34 32 - /
|k, Student initiated work ' AW ez 03 2 ¥
"~ . contacts involving PM 04 Lo 05 .- 2
praise RG ) 02 . _ ., 02 ' - ‘
12. Student initiated work =AM /" o2 . ol - ,
centacts involving PM 02 ol v - /
Griticism RG 03 02 .- ;- SR
I13. % of private.work .OAM " 67 . .65 . Lo
contacts student PM 62 65 - .
- initiated . RG 80 . 60 -. . -,
14. % student jnitiated MM . 06 06 . -
. scontacts delayed PM 06 06 - -
R RG 05 04 . - :




5.

L

7.

119,

12} .

22.

26.

Jable'z Continued:

. feédback .

116.

,‘:',89‘ -
réduests granted

o e  p——,

e

Process Variables

¢ siudent initiated
contacts given brief-

¢ student initiated
contacts given long..-
feedback R

% studént initigted
contacts irivolving

personal concerns

4 student initiated

L e W) -t
L ] .1

% sfudenf |nx+|a+ed
‘requests delay

4 -

S .

.% sfudehf'ini%fafed

-requests .not.granted

Private work confacrs/
prtvafe work contacts +
public response oppor-
funlftes

. 8 : 4
Procedural contacts/. -
.procedural contacts g }
. public response, oppou—~
funlfles - ;

]

-

Teacher |n|+|a+ed work = -
-contacts/teacher initidted

work + procedure contacts

e

Teacher lnlflafed work i.

confacfs involving pra|

TeacheA::;Ftlafeg_g;;kf'

- contacts -involving mere

observaflon

Teacher initiated work
confacfs involving brne
feedback

-+

~

Context

A

.

5

Means for
Grades Two ,

Medns _ for
+ Grade Three

44 43
.42 - 48
61 .48
18 . 17
15 13
16 . 08 .

25 .30
T

27 . .
5. T, o7

08 -’ 08
07, 1o’
08 .07 ¢

47 ° “'5@

54 . - 611
25 v 28

52 . * 50

6l 61
.22 30
43 50 o
37 - 49
44 " 46'

10 = -~ 09 £
08 -+~ «f w2 e -
04 . Y - 05

: . <7

08 I} »
05 07
05 06"
56 © e . 54

61 . . 66
67 67 «




Table 2 Co.nTiﬁﬁeq: . . o
. , . .
b /, T . s - 2 Means for Means- for
PrbCeSS Variables .» - Context Grades Two Grade Three Probability
7 - .. . E
127. Teacher initiated work' AM 33 34 -
“ae. _contacts ‘involving long PM 26 26 . - .
\feedback RG 28 26 - B
Yy / - - . ) . v ,
28.’ 3 Teacher initiated pro- AM .. 138 86 .- >
cedural contacts yhich PM Mg 90 ) - J
// weré management, réquests,  RG 92 95 R
. 4 'g ) . - v IR Ead L— i
12? % Teac;\er Than& s*hjdienf AM 18 13 - -
/ for do’lng a favor request -, PM™ Q9 17 - s

/ ; ) - RG 1 P§ R ‘ .« 4 33 -

130.. % teacher thanks student  AM i o8 04 Paaai o
following a managemert PM {02 03 - ;
request W \ 02 , "02 v -

4 - -~ “‘.1 ; “,\. )
L . < o f
0. Combined Teacher Evaluatfon Statements . '
131. Academic pra"ise/‘ai‘:adémic I o~ 82 . 86 -
"praise + academic P > 18 8l -
crl‘hcrsm <o ; . RG 82 75 -

Mi32. Behavioral praise/total AM 07 . 08 -

behavior -contacts PM 07 1.2 : -
T - ’ RG - 06 02 -
* : i“ / ‘3

133, Behavioral warnings/ «AM - 64 76 ’ - -

//behav10raj "warnings + RM 70 70 / -
behaWbral crl“hcusm . RG 62 79 . / o - )

-~
-

P. ,Di,sciplinefand Co;ﬁr,ol Errodrs

8134, % di scipline contacts AW 05 09 - -
’ y mvoivung one or\more o= PM ) 07 - 08 s -
RG - 06 10 -

.~ errors

CT 1 ) - i ¢

S

135, Targe? ¢ errors/1‘o+al

. Jerrors x - i
’ | - RG - - .

NP 5 : [ o T

136. - Timing errorS/‘l‘oTal . AM 13 , -

: errors g f oM, 20 .1 -
.,_;- y ..0 ' ')'. L3 RG ";_ B - —‘_ 5

}37. Ovefreactions/total AM 56 46 -

'e%po’r’s e PM 58 +68 n. -

: 67 67 -

.RG °




T?bleiZ;Confinuéa:zﬁ

A Y .

-
+

contacts o RG

“

.- Combined Teacher Feedback Data

39. Repeat/repeat + AM
. -rephrase + new question ©PM

RG

40.. Rephfasg/rgpeé+ + AM
: ‘rephrase + -new question PM
. RG

4i.. ‘Brief feedback/brief AM
: + -long feedback M
> ) RG

}IjMafh,Confécfs
. qu -

42, Total public math contacts/ AM
: *otal ‘public math contacts PM

-+ total private math contacts

1]
¢ v
“u

. ‘Personal Experierice Sharing

44. % of CCC which are personal AM

*

; Teacher Reaction fto Don't Know

P A :

- 7 P AM
465 1 Criticism PM
; #

Means for
Grades Two

Means for
Grade Three

Process Variables Context’
1385 Non=-veérbal .control AM
;- .contacts/total control PM

+ total. private math RG-
contacts

43. Total teacher initiated AM.

. -private math contacts/ PM

i" total public math: confacts. RG-

experience shar.ing PM

RG-

45.. % of TAC which are AM:
personal experience PM
sharing RG

N RG

17
15
17

33
4]
36

46
51
59

65
68
73

06
06
05
03.
06 -
02

06.

08
13

35
30
38

56
55
54

63
73
76

04

03
04

Probability

*%

*¥
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Table 2 Contlnued: o -
. - 9 Means for ‘Means for - — - ———
~.. -Process Variables Context Grades Two Grade Three Probabi | ity
I47. Fallure to give . AM - _ - - /
*° feedback ' PM = ) - ‘ -
) RG . R - N gy ) . - ) !
o - _ _3 T
148, Gives the answer . M - - =
:‘ ~ - o ; RG - h - -
{49. Calis on someone AM 93 44 D SR
. else - PM 52 252 -
- RG % 68 62 -
50 Another chifd calls - AM - - _
. ‘out the answer PM = . = . =1
RG - _ . R _';
;5|, Repeats, rephrases - AM. : 07 41 £
: "Or asks new- question PM - = - b . i=
RG - - -
; -
. . . * AM - - i =
'52.. -Repeats--question . PM - - o - [ =
. RG = ) .- -
- ‘ N
53. Rephrases or gives AM ‘ = - -
: clue ¢ . PML = = : . -
RG e L - . - L. -
- ,({ . AM - = - - .
54. -Asks new question PM ) = - -
. . ’ RG ‘ M - - -
- el ¢
.« Teacher Reaction to.No Response .
- AM L - ) - - .-
55.. Criticism PM - - . -
. ’ RG . - ' - - - ¢ -
56. Fatlure to give feedback PM = - -
A RG - - -
- : M 1 © 07 -
57. Gives the answer PM - - -
’ RG 09 07 -
AM S 46 . 53 -
Calls on someone -else PM. 46 48 - ’
RG 51 43 . -
) s
& o o
o ! ) ) R
/




}Téblefé Continued:

-
[N

Process Variables

359f Another student calls
: out. !

ST - -

" “asks new quesfion

161.. Repeats

562; 1Rephcases or gives
: clue - ”

§63. Asks new question

-

s Math Contacts

%64. Total teacner afforded
' math conta;its/total

math’ time ¥

(.

65. Total math:response
opportunities/total
"~ -math time

% Miscel laneous

66. % .relévant SIQ given
) no feedback

-

67. % opinion questions
criticized %

P £
68. % -opinion questions
' given no feedback
9. % behavioral praise
after irrelevant SIC

Con‘rexf2

460. Repeats, rephrases, or .

...

AM .

PM

-RG

AM
PM
RG

AM

PM;
RG

M
PM
RG

AM
PM
RG

r

M -

‘RG

AM

AM
PM

Means for -

Means for

2

Grades Two  -Grade Three Probabil ity
06 08 -
08 , 04 -
12 I -
' /
32 29 Z
37 43 -
24 34 *%
14 09 _
22 20 - -
12 19/ -
I 5 -
12 14 -
T 15 -

06 04 -

26 22 -

45 44 -

i ) i .
;

w

<

98




[
T

7

X: Total Time Spent - = - °
]VO.A Total: .response oppor- AM
7 tunities (AM)/fotal . - PM
time - . RG
Total teacher afforded . AM
* contacts/total time =~ =~ PM
. RG v

T@b[e 2 Continued: A -
L . : 2
. 'Pr',OCGSS Variables Context

.

Means for

Means for ] ' )
Grades Two Grade Three Probability

I5 I8

22 ¢ 19

54 - 46

17 - 23 al

40 37

17 23

g AN

¥

. group- interactions.

" <10

P
~a

2

K39

!lDécimals before each mean have been omitted from the table.

~ The three contexts are indicated as follow%: AM = whole class interactions

2

‘#1n1¥hé-mornings;,PM = whole class interactions in the afternoons; and- RG =

&°

reading.

3

<

95




